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Re: 10/679,534 clarification response resubmitted due to claimed format error 
To whom it may concern: 

Subsequent to my conversation on 1 1/16/2005, with examiner Mr. Lars Olson, I submitted the 
amended response as directed. I specifically reviewed the format to be certain I was properly 
responding to USPTO concerns. I have now received a new rejection to the format stating that 
each response must be on a separate sheet of paper. 

The original clarification filed on May 5, 2005 which was amended as requested on November 
16, 2005 and is now resubmitted yet again, January 5, 2006. I trust this will meet with USPTO 
approval. 

This process has been ongoing now for over two years. My business is founded on this patent 
and I eventually have had to bring the product to market. Attached is a copy of the first boat that 
is being built with pictures of the tooUng, Pictures have always helped me to understand things 
better so they may help with the understanding of this patent. There is no other product on the 
market like it nor is there any research or existing patent to compromise this patent. 

I know that the folks at the USPTO are doing their job as instructed by their supervisors. There 
definitely exist communication problems between myself and the USPTO. I originally used a 
format that was previously accepted. When asked, I amended the format as requested and 
followed up by phone to be sure what I had done was correct. I have now received a letter 
stating that my response was incorrectly formatted. This is increasingly fiiistrating for me and I 
assume it is also fiiistrating for whomever is reviewing the format. My only purpose is to 
facilitate this process and get the patent awarded. 




Sincerely, 
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St. Heloia Island, SC 29920 



Sea Island Marine Engineering. Inc. 



Naval Architectuie & Marine Engineering 



Phone (843)441-2000 
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Re: 10/679,534 original clarification response with separate claims added as per 
USPTO correspondence dated 9/19/2005 now amended to have a blank page 
between each response. 



Originally submitted May 5, 2005 
Re-Submitted November 16, 2005 
Re-Submitted January 5, 2006 



ear Mr. Olson: 



Thank you very much for your evaluation. After thoroughly reviewing the comparison between 
the Hybrid Wing-in-Ground Effect Vee Hull and the Modified Tunnel Hull Boat patented by 
Fehn, patent # 4,091,761 on May 30, 1977 1 am confident there is not a conflict. The two patents 
are distinctly different and the claims as provided in the last correspondence remain unique, as 
shall be shown in the detailed response below: 
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In summary, the present invention is unique and not inspired by any other patent or combination 
of patents. The Fehn patent addresses hulls with three distinct hull sections having two cavities 
between them. This configuration is commonly referred to as a trimaran. The hull in the present 
invention has a vee shaped bow forming one distinct hull. There is only one cavity created with 
the present invention, not two like the Fehn hull. The venturi effect is created by a different 
means in each hull and the shape of the venturi is unique to each hull. The Fehn hull venturi 
narrows and then widens again to keep from having a stagnation point while the present 
invention narrows further a& along its length and has one large opening to promote a higher 
volume of flow. The two hulls have very different physical properties and stability 
characteristics and the claims as stated in the present invention stand on their own merit. 

I am very grateful for the correspondence and clarifications regarding this patent. I believe I 
have provided a clear informed response. The additional attachment of the 20-fl boat and 
pictures of its tooling should help the visualization of the invention. If any matter is foimd to be 
lacking I am pleased to redress it as necessary. 

Sincerely, 



Roger Guerard, Naval Architect 



